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-The MAILING DATE of this communication apparsont h coversh t with th correspond no address- 

Examination (RCE) in compliance with 37 CFR 11 14 PP '* (3) a timely flled Request for Continued 

PERIOD FOR rfpi v [check either a) or b)] 

a) [3 The period for reply expires 3_months from the mailing date of the final rejection 

^ U -Ke^S .nno 

have 2!^!^^ the 7* 37 CFR 1,36(a) and the appropriate extension fee 

37 CFR 1.17(a) is calculated (1) the effZ*i te ofZ ^SS^SZf 8 ^l**' ^ appr ° priate eXtensi ° n fee under 

(b) above, if checked. Any reply received by -the Office tor ^TreTrnonth^w 5, r Z V . S6t *" final 0fflce action '' or < 2 ) 38 set f °rth in 

earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 704^). ^ ma " n9 dat6 ° f ^ re j ection - even if « W. ™V reduce any 

1 D S^CFrV^IT 5 fi ' e ? ° n -ST' Appe " ant ' S Brief must be filed within the Period set forth in 
37 CFR 1.192(a), or any extens.cn thereof (37 CFR 1.191(d)), to avoid dismissal of the appeal. 

2. U The proposed amendment(s) will not be entered because: 

(a) □ they raise new issues that would require further consideration and/or search (see NOTE below)- 

(b) D they raise the issue of new matter (see Note below)- 

<C) ° STorapSfnr ' aCe *" *»" '° m "" «■"- * materi * • <* -plif^ .he 

(d) □ they present additional claims without canceling a corresponding number of finally rejected claims 
NOTE: . 

3. H Applicant's reply has overcome the following rejection(s): 102(e) . 

4D — would be a,,owab,e if submitted in a separate - *™» ^ ™-m«t 

^ Xr^^S^S^ ^ C ° nSidered - N ° T «*» "» 

60 e^^tjxs ssr because rt is not directed solely to iss - * h - 

?U F ZT^T^ APP l al ' the Pr ° P0Sed am ^"ient(s) a)D will not be entered or b)D will be entered and an 
explanation of how the new or amended claims would be rejected is provided belo^appendld 

The status of the claim(s) is (or will be) as follows: 

Claim(s) allowed: . 

Claim(s) objected to: . 



Claim(s) rejected: 1-15 . 
Claim(s) withdrawn from consideration: 



8. D The proposed drawing correction filed on __ is a)D approved or b)Q disapproved by the Examiner 

9. U Note the attached Information Disclosure Statements PTO-1449) Paper No(s) 

10. D Other: ' 



U.S. Patent and Trademark Office 
PTO-303 (Rev. 04-01) 



Advisory Action 



Part of Paper No. 8 



Continuation Sh t (PTO-303) . .. 

09/933,668 Jfc Application No. 



Continuation of 5^ does NOT place the application in condition for allowance because: Regardless of the reasons for which Koiima 
prov.des a paper having certain chacteristics such as density, the record explains basis weight and thtetollJ^Ta^rf^S^ 
This is furhter taught by Applicant's submission of the calculation of basis weight in the JIS P 81 18 reference (densitJ eSfbasT 

ZZ : H fif IS t Ckn6SS) - ThS Same , ran9eS ° f thickneSS ° f P 0, y° lefin coat ^ and thick ^ of p^^t^y^fm.^, 7 
mes 35-68 Since the same ranges are taught, the calculation of density is the same and the equation B+C/A is also ThS Koiirna 

u Se J h HHr ly P0S ! ib ' ity iS en ° U9h t0 pr ° Ve K0jima teaches usi "9 P 0| y° lefin supports. Th "use of £l J£ s no being 
used to teach the addition of fumed silica, and was not soley relied upon, if so it would have been a 102 reiPrtinn Thl inT^n ? • 
view of Kobayashi who very well teaches the same particle fumed silica size B^S^^Vto^Z^^S^ " 
Kojima. Addressing each reference individually ignores treating the argument as an obviousness re Ston has no orovided 

evidence that Kojima in view of Kobayashi will be different from the claimed invention. Applicant has not provided 
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